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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. 

Claim 1 , in lines 25-28, recite "an indication of the physical role of each computer 
in a first set of computers of the plurality of computers is stored in a memory structure of 
the corresponding computer at an installation of the computer in the data processing 
system..." This limitation is not supported by the specification and it introduces a new 
matter. Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in reply to this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leymann et al. 
(US 6,237,020), herein after referred to as Leymann et al. '020. 

Referring to claim 1, Leymann et al. '020 teaches, as claimed, in a data processing 
system with a distributed architecture including a plurality of computers (i.e. -computer 
systems within distributed networks, col. 12, lines 64-65), each computer playing at 
least one of a plurality of predetermined roles in the data processing system (Note: each 
computer has a role of being as a source or a target computer), a method of configuring 
the computers comprising: 

-defining a target configuration for each role based on a reference model for a 
software product (col. 4, lines 48-51 ), the reference model specifying for each role, 
components of the software product that are to be installed on a computer having the 
role (i.e. -the software requirement are provided for each of plurality of target computer 
systems, col. 4, lines 53-55), 

-defining, in a transition table data structure (i.e.-defining of a process model, col. 
4, lines 1 6-1 8), for each current state/target state pair of each component of the 
software product, an identifier of one or more actions required to reach the target state 
from the current state (i.e.-the process model includes a plurality of activities and 
software requirements for each of activities, col. 4, lines 39-43), 

-identifying, for each computer in the plurality of computers at least one physical 
role, the physical role identifying at least one function the computer plays within the 
distributed architecture of the data processing system, or responsibility of the computer 
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within the distributed architecture of the data processing system (Note: the target 
computer system is identified according to the computer system-description which 
includes the activity to be carried out by the target computer system, col. 4, lines 5-9), 
Identifying, for each computer in the plurality of computers, at least one logical 
role, defined by software configuration of the computer (Note: the software environment 
on the target computer system is identified in order to select among the multiple 
versions of software package, col. 3, lines 5-7), and configuring each computer 
according to a target configuration corresponding to the at least one physical role and 
the at least one logical role of the entity based on the current state/target state pairs in 
the transition table data structure (Note: the software distribution management system 
delivers and installs the requested software on the target computer system based on 
the process model for distributing software to a target computer system, col. 13, lines 1- 
8), wherein: an indication of the physical role of each computer in a first set of 
computers of the plurality of computers is stored in a memory structure of the 
corresponding computer at an installation of the computer in the data processing 
system (i.e. -all information about the current state of a process is stored in the database 
maintained by the server, col. 1 1 , lines 3-5), and identifying the at least one physical 
role of each computer in the first set of computer includes retrieving the indication of the 
corresponding physical role from the memory structure (col. 13, lines 17-22); and a 
software application includes a plurality of software features (Note: a software package 
comes with a plurality of features for different processor types, col. 3, lines 2-3), each 
logical role being associated with a corresponding software feature. 
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However, Leymann et al. '020 does not explicitly disclose wherein the identifying 
the at least one logical role of each computer in the plurality of computers includes: 
detecting a software feature installed on the computer, and establishing the logical role 
of the computer according to the installed software feature: and wherein the configuring 
each computer according to the target configuration includes: detecting a current 
configuration of the computer, identifying at least one action required to reach the target 
configuration from the current configuration, and executing the at least one action on the 
computer. 

At the time of the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of Leymann et al. '020 so that identifying 
the at least one logical role of each computer in the plurality of computers includes:, 
detecting the software feature installed on the entity, and establishing the logic role 
according to the installed software feature; and configuring each computer according to 
the target configuration includes detecting a current configuration of the entity, 
identifying at least one action required to reach the target configuration from the current 
configuration, and executing the at least one action on the computer, since it is merely 
an alternate arrangement which falls within the level of ordinary artisan in the art. 
Detecting and identifying of a process or an event and executing/performing an action 
depending on the result of the identifying step, are known options within the technical 
grasp of a person of ordinary skill in the art. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to implement a dynamic installation of software/application programs into a 
corresponding target computer in a distributed data processing system. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 10/15/2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicants argued that "Leymann does not take into consideration the 
physical role and logical roles of the particular computing devices." (Page 7, 2 nd 
paragraph, lines 2-3). Further more, Applicants also argued that Leymann does not 
teach "at least one physical role, defined by architecture of the data processing system, 
and at least one logical role, defined by a software configuration of the computer." 
(Page 8, 2 nd paragraph, lines 6-7) 

The Examiner disagrees with the above statement. Leymann discloses a 
physical role consideration in which the target computer system is identified according 
to the computer system-description which includes the activity to be carried out by the 
target computer system (col. 4, lines 5-9); and the logical role consideration which is the 
software environment on the target computer system is identified in order to select 
among the multiple versions of software package, (col. 3, lines 5-7). 

Applicants also argued that nothing in the cited sections of Leymann teaches or 
suggests "an indication of a physical role of each computer in a first set of 
computers of the plurality of computers being stored in a memory structure of the 
corresponding computer at an installation of the computer in the data processing 
system..." (Page 11, 3 rd paragraph, 1-5) 

The Examiner disagrees with the above argument. The specification describes 
that catalogue 215 is stored in the server (see page 6) and the above argument is not 
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supported by the specification. Leymann discloses that all information is stored on the 
server, which innately teaches the information being stored in the memory structure of 
the server. 

Further more, Applicants argued that "...nowhere in Leymann is there the 
determination of individual software featured of a software product that are 
implemented on a computer and then correlating those with a particular logical 
role that the computer has." (Page 12, last paragraph, lines 7-9) 

The Examiner disagrees with the above argument. Leymann teaches that the 
software environment on the target computer system is identified in order to select 
among the multiple versions of software package (col. 3, lines 5-7), which means that 
identifying the software configuration of the computer and correlating it to the logical role 
of the computer. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ELIAS MAMO whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1 726 and fax number (571 ) 270-2726. The examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday thru Thursday from 9 AM to 5 PM EST. The examiner can also be reached on 
alternate Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dr. Henry Tsai, can be reached on (571) 272-4176. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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